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THE HISTORY OF THE NEW TESTAMENT CANON IN 
THE SYRIAN CHURCH. 

By Julius A. Bewkr, 
New York. 

Since the publication of Theodor Zahn's monumental work, Die 
Geschichte des neutestamentlichen Kanons, a flood of light has been 
thrown on the history of the New Testament canon in the Syrian 
church by the discovery of the Codex Syrus Sinaiticus, which modifies 
the course of the history a good deal. But though this famous codex 
has been carefully studied and compared with the other documents, 
though its place in the genealogy of the texts has been the subject of 
controversy, nobody has as yet undertaken a reconstruction of the 
history of the New Testament canon in the Syrian church. It is this 
that I should like to attempt in this study. But before we can recon- 
struct the history, many points have to be considered, for there is lack 
of unanimity among scholars in regard to almost all the questions at 
issue. 

Right at the outset it is best to define clearly what belongs to the 
subject and what not. I give, therefore, here a statement of the ques- 
tions which will be treated. The cardinal point is : only that which 
bears directly on the history of the canon will be considered. Everything 
else, however valuable in itself, will be omitted. Thus it is not neces- 
sary for our purpose, e. g., to compare the Syrus Sinaiticus, the Cureto- 
nianus, and Peshitta with the Palestinian Syriac, nor to compare the 
later revisions, the Philoxenian and the Heraclian, with the Peshitta. 
The history of the text as such is different from the history of the 
canon. The problems to be considered are : 

i. As regards the gospels : 

1. What is the relation of Syrus Sinaiticus (= Ss) to Syrus Curetonianus 
(=Sc)? 

2. What is the relation of Ss and Sc to the Peshitta (= P)? 

3. What is the relation of Ss, Sc, and P to the Greek ? 

4. What is the relation of Ss, Sc, and P to Tatian's Diatessaron (= T) ? 

5. Which gospels did Aphraates (= A) use, the gospel harmony or the 
separate gospels, or both ? 

6. Which did Ephraim (= E) use ? 
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ii. As regards the Acts and epistles : 

1. What does the Doctrina Addai say about them ? 

2. Does Aphraates use all of them ? 

3. Are all the epistles in the Peshitta ? 

4. What is the relation of the text of the epistles in Aphraates to that of 
P? 

5. What that of Ephraim ? 

6. Does Ephraim use all the books of the New Testament ? 

iii. As regards canonicity : 

1. What light does the Doctrina Addai shed on this question ? 

2. Did Aphraates have a canon ? 

3. If so, on what principle was it based ? 

When these questions are answered, we are ready to attempt the 
reconstruction of the entire history. 

The sources are not many. The lack of historical references makes 
the history all the more complicated. The sources are: (1) the 
Codex Syrus Sinaiticus (=Ss); 1 (2) the Codex Syrus Curetonianus 
(=Sc);' (3) the Peshitta (=P);' (4) the Diatessaron of Tatian 
(=T);" (5) the homilies of Aphraates (=A); 3 (6) the works of 
Ephraim (=E); 3 (7) references to Tatian and the Diatessaron in the 
church fathers;* (8) the Doctrina Addai. 5 

1 Cf. E. Nestle, "Die syrischen Bibelubersetzungen," in Real-Encyclopddie fur 
protestantische Theologie und Kirche (= RE), 3. Aufl., Vol. Ill, 1897. 

* Cf. A. ClASCA, Tatiani Evangeliorum harmoniac arabice .... edidit, Roma, 
1888. — G. Moesinger, Evangelii concordantis expositio facta a sancto Ephraemo, 
Venezia, 1896. — Theo. Zahn, Forschungen zur Geschichte des neutestamentlicken 
Kanons und der altkirchlichen Literatur. I. Theil: Tatian's Diatessaron, Erlangen, 
1881 — a famous reconstruction of the lost gospel harmony. See also Zahn's article, 
" Zur Geschichte von Tatian's Diatessaron im Abendland," Neue kirchl. Zeitsckr., 
1894, No. 2. — J. Hamlyn Hill, The Earliest Life of Christ ever Compiled from the 
Four Gospels, being the Diatessaron of Tatian, Edinburgh, 1894. — J. Rendel Harris, 
The Diatessaron of Tatian. A Preliminary Study, London, 1890, and "The 
Diatessaron," Contemporary Review, August, 1895, in answer to R. W. Cassels, " The 
Diatessaron of Tatian," Nineteenth Century, April, 1895. — S. Hemphill, The Dia- 
tessaron'of Tatian, London and Dublin, 1888. — Also the articles of J. M. Fuller in 
the Dictionary of Christian Biography and of Adolf Harnack in the Encyclopedia 
Britannica. 

3 Cf. Nestle in RE, s. v. 

4 See J. Rendel Harris and Hill as quoted in footnote 2. 

5 See Cureton, Ancient Syriac Documents, 1864. — Geo. Phillips in his 
standard edition, 1876. — Lipsius, "Zur edessenischen Abgar-Sage," Jahrb.f. protest. 
Theologie, 1880, pp. 187 f., and on "Thaddaeus," in the Dictionary of Christian Biog- 
raphy. 
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PRELIMINARY INVESTIGATIONS. 
I. THE GOSPELS. 

As we should expect in any newly founded Christian church, the 
gospels were the first to be translated into Syriac. Having heard of 
Jesus Christ in the sermons preached by the missionaries, the Syrian 
Christians had surrendered themselves to him. An ardent longing to 
learn more of him than the sermons of these evangelists could give 
them must soon have taken hold of them. A translation of his works 
and words, as they had already been written down, must soon have 
been made. Whether Tatian was one of the early missionaries, or 
even the founder of Christianity, in Syria, we. do not know! It is 
extremely doubtful. If he had been, it would be very strange that not 
even the slightest tradition concerning it has come down to us. We 
know that he has combined and interwoven the gospels in Syriac in 
his Diatessaron ; we know that this gospel harmony was widely used in 
Syria ; but we do not know that he was the first to give the Syrians 
Christianity and the translation of the Christian documents. Granted 
that a translation of the gospels was made early after the establishment 
of Christianity, we are at once confronted by the question : Which was 
the earlier work, the translation of the four separate gospels or the 
Diatessaron ? We have, namely, on the one hand, a gospel harmony, 
and, on the other, the four gospels given us in the Syrus Sinaiticus, 
Curetonianus, and the Peshitta. That the contrast between the two 
was felt in Syria is seen from the title of the separate gospels, .cuXJol 
U'r 32 " 5 ?. i- e ~, "the gospel of the separated." But this title cannot be 
used as an argument for the later origin of Ss and Sc than T, because 
we do not know whether the original translator has used it, or whether 
it was not added by the later scribe who wrote when the distinction 
between the separate gospels and the Diatessaron was marked, viz., in 
the fourth century. There is no external evidence which can be 
brought to bear on this question of priority. It is true, we know from 
the Doctrina Addai, Aphraates, and Ephraim that the Diatessaron was 
widely used, but that does not mean that it was on that account the 
earliest text. The decision rests then, unfortunately enough, exclusively 
on internal evidence. We must examine the texts themselves, and 
there it is necessary to see the relation (i) of Ss to Sc, (2) of Ss and 
Sc to P, (3) of all three to the Greek, and (4) to T. 
/. The Relation of Ss to Sc. 
The order of the gospels is different in the two codices. Ss has the 
order (=P): Matt., Mark, Luke, John; Sc has: Matt., Mark, John, 
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Luke. I cannot help feeling that Sc's order seems to be older than 
that of Ss. The order varied in the Syrian church at first, which is seen 
also from D (Codex Bezae), which is so closely related to the Syriac New 
Testament. D has : Matt., John, Luke, Mark. 6 The Old Syriac may, 
therefore, have had the order of Sc. But, on the whole, the order has 
very little voice in the decision. It will be seen in the course of this 
investigation that Ss has a different Greek original from Sc. It is 
unreasonable to suppose that the translators changed the order of the 
gospels. They translated in the order which they found in the Greek 
MS. used by them. All that can be inferred is that the Greek 
original of Ss had the order: Matt., Mark, Luke, John, while the Greek 
original of Sc had : Matt., Mark, John, Luke. It would be hazardous 
to affirm that a Greek MS. with the order Matt., Mark, John, Luke is 
older than one with the order Matt., Mark, Luke, John, if no other 
evidence were forthcoming. 

Now, an examination of the two codices shows at once that they are 
related to each other. They are not altogether independent of each 
other, as was at once seen by Professor Bensly and F. C. Burkitt, when 
Mrs. Lewis showed them some photographed specimens of the Sinaitic 
codex. 7 This has not been questioned since. Nestle, Wellhausen, Holz- 
hey, etc., all agree in saying that the two codices stand in a certain 
relation to each other. What that relation is we shall see later on. It 
is usually thought, e. g., by Wellhausen and Holzhey, that Sc is simply 
a recension of Ss; the revisor adding those parts which were omitted 
by Ss and correcting translations which did not correspond exactly to 
the Greek, his purpose being to bring this translation into a more inti- 
mate harmony with the Greek. Whether this position is tenable or 
not will appear as we go on. At all events, so much is certain, that 
the two codices stand in a close relation to each other. 

Again, it is generally accepted that both Ss and Sc are translations 
from the Greek. Cureton showed this long ago for the gospels which 
are named after him, in the preface to his edition (1858). If there could 
have been any doubt whether this was so, it was removed by the recon- 
struction of the Greek text which underlay the Syriac translation by 
J. R. Crowfoot, 1 87 1, and Friedrich Baethgen, 1885. 

For the Sinaiticus no such reconstruction of the original Greek has 
been made as yet, though Adalbert Merx tells us that he began to 

6 Cf. Carl Holzhey, Der neuentdeckle Codex Syrus Sinaiticus untersucht (Miin- 
chen, 1896), p. 45. 

' The Four Gospels in Syriac, p. v. 



68 THE AMERICAN JOURNAL OF THEOLOGY 

translate Matthew into Greek, abandoning, however, this plan to bring 
out his German translation. The question whether Ss is a translation 
from the Greek is more important than might appear at first glance. 
If it can be proved that it is from a Greek original, then its relation to 
the Western Text is clearer ; it cannot be that it is a translation from the 
old Latin, as I inclined to think for a time, 8 nor can any other theory 
hold good. 

Fortunately there are some indications which place it beyond doubt 
that the underlying text of Ss is Greek : 

1. The version retains Greek words and writes them simply in 
Syriac form: John 11:18, oroSiov ; 11:44, etc., o-ouSapiov ; 11:54, 
irapprjo-ia ; 12:3, Xirpa, vdpSos, ttkj-tikos ; 6:13, xocfyivos ; 12:6, etc., 
yXaxra-OKOixov ; 14:16, etc., TrapaKXijTOs ; 18:3, etc., aireipa, Xa/x-rrds ; 
18 : 28, etc., ffytiiMv. Matt. 8 : 5, etc., xtA.iapx os j 8 : 9, <rrpaTuS«js ; 12:41, 
Krjpvyfia. Mark 15 : 44, etc., Ktvrvpiwv. Luke 13 : 34, etc., irpourmptov ; 
23:53. apapM. 9 

2. There are incorrect translations in Ss which can be explained only 
on the assumption that a Greek MS. was used 10 : Matt. 10 : 40, aAAois 
instead of the correct aAA' ots ; 13 : 48, eh ayaOd for eh S.yyt] (or dyyeia). 
Luke 4 : 30, Kpep.d<rai for Kpij/mVcu ; 19:4, oniicos /xwpias for <rvKop.opla ; 
21 =46, «v oroais for h oroAais. John 7 : 35, cnreppa (eriropa) for Buunropd. 

3. There is at least one interpretatory phrase which shows as clearly 
as possible that Ss used a Greek original : John 1 : 42, " Cephas, which 
is being interpreted into Greek, Peter." 

These arguments are conclusive. It would not be difficult, how- 
ever, to point out Greek constructions in the Syriac, if it were neces- 
sary. It is already plain that both codices are based on a Greek 
original. 

But now, though Ss and Sc are closely related to each other, and 
though they are translations from the Greek, yet Sc is not merely a 
recension of Ss, or vice versa, nor is the Greek text underlying Ss the 
same as that which Sc used. 

To keep the two points distinct, we will prove each one separately. 

8 Cf. the interesting colophon in the MS. of the fifth century described by Gwil- 
liam in Studia Biblica, I : " Finished is the holy gospel, the preaching of Mark the 
evangelist, which he spake in Roman, in the city of Rome." 

'For other examples see Holzhey, pp. 10, 11. 

10 Cf. Wellhausen, " Der syrische Evangelienpalimpsest vom Sinai," Nachr. v. 
d. Kgl. Ges. d. Wis. z. Got/., Phil.-hist. CI., 1895, Heft I ; and especially C. Holzhey, 
pp. 10, 11. 
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First, then, Sc is not a mere recension of Ss. The texts have, in 
spite of their close alliance, so many differences that it is altogether 
improbable that the one is simply a recension of the other, occasioned 
by the desire of Sc's author to bring the Syriac text more closely into 
harmony with the Greek, correcting and adding the omissions of Ss 
and omitting the occasional small additions which Ss has allowed itself 
to make. 

Though this theory is very attractive, and as set forth, for instance, 
by Holzhey, seemingly irresistible, because of its forceful logic and its 
historical probability, it is not warranted by the facts. If it were a 
mere recension, we should not find the many differences in passages 
where the Greek is evidently the same in both versions. There are 
grammatical, lexical, and material differences in such numbers — as 
will be shown — that it is impossible to account for them by the 
above theory. 

i. Grammatical differences: 1. Different tenses. — (a) Perfect for 
imperfect: Matt. 11:27; 12:25; 17:20; 18:15; 22:24. 
Luke 8: 2, 35 ; 11 : 7, 18; 14: 1, 29. John 6: 26.— (d) Perfect 
for participle : Matt. 13:3; 15 : 5 ; 19 : 17, 21 ; 21 : 38 ; 22 : 23. 
Luke 7:44, 47; 8:4, 13, 49; 9:41, 45 5 10:26; 11:28; 
17:6, 12; 18:15; 22: 60; 23:1 4, 40,42 ; 24: 18. John 6 : 36, 
63; 7:26, 39, 46, 47, 48. — (c) Perfect for infinitive: Matt. 
4:17; 5:17; 16 : 12. Luke 10 : 40. John 7 : 44. — (d) Imper- 
fect for participle: Matt. 5:46; 10:39; I2 :335 20:13,18, 
23; 21 :23. Luke 11:4, 10; 13:25; 17:21 ; 18 : 5, 7, 16, 17 ; 
21 : 26. John 7 : 36. — (e) Imperfect for infinitive : Matt. 2:22; 
3 :I 5i 5:42; 13:9. J 7. 43; 14:19; J 8:4; 21:46. Luke 
8:32; 9:2; 11:5; 17:31. John 7 : 44.— (/) Jussive for 
imperative : Matt. 5 : 43". Luke 9 : 5. — (g) Different formation 
of imperative : Ss forms the imperative of V|] and \z] mostly 
(not always, cf. Matt. 4:10; 6:31) with the first ) , Sc never. 
Ss = V|l,U); 80 = ^, \z. Matt. 2:19; 5:41; 11:28; 
22:4. Luke 9 : 59 ; 10:3; 16:2. 

2. Different conjugations. — (a) Ettafal for Ethpeel and Eth- 
paal:" Matt. 1:23; 2:3; 11:7; 12:20; 13:53; 23:12. 
Luke 11:50, 51; 18:14; 20:18. John 5 : 7. — (£) Ethp. for 
Peal : Matt. 1:21,23; 5:13, 22; 17:20. Luke 10:34; 
11:42°, 46; 12:32; 21:26; 24:4. John 3:8; 6:33; 

11 Cf. NOLDEKE, § 159. 
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14:21. — (c) Ethp. for Peal participle passive: Matt. 4:14; 
18:17. Luke 10: 20. John 3 127. 
ii. Lexical differences : 1. Verbs. — I counted more than no differ- 
ences in verbs in the two codices, and I am sure that there are 
still more. These are evenly distributed over the gospels — 
about 86 in Matt., 32 in Luke, 22 in John. 

2. Nouns. — I catalogued about 123 differences in nouns, and there 
are rather more than less — 55 in Matt., 57 in Luke, n in John. 
There are also nouns of the same stem, but of different forma- 
tion, used — 4 in Matt, and 3 in Luke. 

3. Adjectives. — There are naturally not so many, but enough ; e.g. 
Matt. 3:11; 13:48; 14:3°. 3 1 ; iS:3 2 ; 22:38; 23:6 
Luke7:43; 11:46; 12:7; 14:20; 15:7; 17:15; i^ 1 ** 
20 : 30. John 3 : 26. 

4. Adverbial expressions. — Matt. 3:16; 13:5; 14:27,31. Luke 
12:36; 17:7; 15:8; 24:25. John 5: 9, etc. 

5. Prepositions. — John 3: 21, 24, 29, 31, 34; 
6:33; 7:1. Matt. 1:22; 2:3,12; 4: 
12:17; 15:1; 17:24; 20:20. Luke 2 : 7 
22 : 45 ; etc., etc. 

6. Particles. — Matt. 1:24; 2:2; 4:4; 6 
Luke 12: 37; 17:18,37; 20:17; 22: 
John 1 : 28, 38, 39 ; 11:37; e tc -> etc - 

iii. Different phrases and constructions : Matt. 1 

24, 25; 5:2; 13:4; 14:4; 17: 15; 18: 

28,30. Luke 8: 4, 31; 9:10; 18:15 

John 4:24; 5 : 19 ; 6 : 9 ; etc., etc. Many other passages could 

be cited. 
In considering these grammatical, lexical, and material differences, 
one must not leave out of account that many chapters cannot be com- 
pared because they are wanting in the one or the other, or in both; 
so the entire gospel of Luke and whole chapters of the other gospels. 
A pretty accurate idea of how greatly the two texts differ may be 
got by looking through Bonus' careful collation, which fills a consid- 
erable volume, and it will be noticed that they are not only numerous, 
but important differences. 12 

12 Orthographical differences have very little to do with the argument; one could 
place alongside of Holzhey's orthographical lists others which would prove the con- 
trary. 
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If the one is simply a recension of the other, one asks in vain why- 
there should be so many variations, which dispose one at times to 
think that the two texts are not at all related to each other.' 3 They can- 
not be explained on the ground of a different dialect, so that the 
author had to adjust the translation to the language which the people 
of that section of Syria spoke in which he lived ; because the expres- 
sion which the author of Sc substituted for an expression in Ss will 
occur also in another passage in Ss. There is no system in the variations 
which would lead one to suspect simple dialectical differences. It is 
true, some differences might be explained in that way, e.g., - -iml, 
Vn-k, , but even that would be difficult, because the one verb is not 
confined to either text — the substitution is not consistently carried 
out. However that may be in single cases, a theory of dialec- 
tical differences does not do justice to the differences as a whole, 
though it may explain a few. Nor is it plausible that the author of Sc 
should have exchanged just as he pleased verbs and nouns and phrases 
and constructions. That would be a rather too capricious and unscru- 
pulous procedure. 

Another point, though not of so great importance, is the fact that 
Sc introduces again Greek words into the text which Ss has already 
rendered by good Syriac terms; e.g.: 1 * Matt. 5 : 1 8, ftoSios ; 14:1, 
TtTpapxps ; 14 : 36, 0T0A.1? ; 18:7, avayKrj ; 18 : 10, Trpovanrov; Luke 23 : 25, 
atpcWs. If one looks at this fact without prejudice, it is at least 
strange that Sc, if it be a mere recension of Ss, should have given up 
good translations which it found already in Ss, and should have trans- 
lated them by simple transcription of the respective Greek words. 
The explanation suggested, 14 that this is due to Sc's endeavor to 
conform his text more closely to the Greek, even at cost of good 
Syriac, is, to say the least, artificial. 

Again, the many omissions, as they are called, of Ss and his slight 
additions might be used as an argument for the proposition that Sc 
is not merely a recension of Ss. They might be explained in this 
way : Ss, not intending to give a literal and precise translation, 
endeavored only to make a good, popular one; in doing so he 
omitted phrases, clauses, and sometimes whole verses ; in one case an 
entire section. They were not important for him, gave no new light, 
and could therefore well be omitted. The result would be only a more 
forcible and popular translation. In the same way he thought it of 

■3 Cf. Nestle, Theol. Lit.-Zeitung, I. c. 
1 *Holzhey, p. 11. 
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little importance to add a word or phrase now and then, if only the 
text thereby became more readable and plainer. 

Now, when Sc came to revise this text of Ss, he faithfully added 
those parts which had been omitted by Ss, and struck out those addi- 
tions which Ss had permitted himself to make. The result of this 
revision would be a text which was more like the Greek, though per- 
haps not yet an altogether literal translation, since even Sc's desire 
was to present a good popular piece of work rather than a slavish 
imitation of the Greek. 

Were the additions of Sc, filling out those places which Ss omitted, 
and the omissions of the arbitrary additions of Ss the only things 
which are different in the two texts, then, of course, this explanation 
would be correct. But as the case lies, the other differences, grammatical, 
lexical, and material, are too many ; they alone are sufficient to show 
that Sc is not merely a recension of Ss. If this is taken into account, 
the argument from the additions and omissions gains its full weight, and 
confirms the thesis that Sc is not a mere recension of Ss. 

Many of the material differences find their explanation in the 
fact that Ss presupposes a different Greek original from Sc's Greek 
text. 

The proof for this lies not so much in the use of different phrases, 
as, e. g., in such passages as Matt. 5 : 2, where Ss= r}px €T0 Aeyetv avrots ; 
Sc = koll dvoi£as to oro/ta avrov eSi'Sacr/cev auroiis Aeywv ; but rather in the 
omissions and additions of Ss. 

First of all it should be noted, in regard to the omissions of Ss, that 
they are not the work of the arbitrary translator, who has been accused 
of omitting and adding as he saw fit, if it only made his translation 
better, more forceful and popular. Now, this is unwarranted by the 
facts. Ss is more faithful to his text than he has been supposed to be. 
There are many cases, and those are the most important, where we can 
put our finger on the same omissions and additions in other MSS. 
This makes it highly probable, if not certain, that the Greek MS. of 
Ss did not have the passages omitted in the translation, and had those 
which we call additions. 

Of course, he would omit passages which are merely explanatory 
phrases in Greek for words which needed no interpretation for a Syrian. 
But even in regard to these one may doubt whether they were in the 
original Greek or not ; e. g. : 

Matt. 4:18, tov Xtyo/ievov Herpov; 27:33, o io-TivK.pa.viov Toiros Xtyo- 
/itvos ; 27 : 46, tovt' eo-Tiv ®ee /ton, Bti iiov, "va ti [it iyKaTtXiirts. Mark 3:17, 
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o eortv Ytoi jSpovnjs ; 7 : 34. o eortv Auxvoi^Or/Ti. ; 1 5 : 34, o eortv ix,e6tpp.rj- 
vtvoixtvov 'O Oeos p,ov [6 0eos /ton] eis « ey/caTeAwres /nc. John 1 : 38, o Aeyerai 
iudepix,r)Vtv6p.tvov AiSaoTcaAe ; 1:41, o eo-Tiv ix.tOtpixrjvevoix.evov Xptaros ; 4:25, 
6 A.eyo/«vos X/HOT09; 9:7, o Ipp-r/veverai ' Aireo-Ta\fX.evoi ; 11:16; 20:24; 
21 :2, 6 XcydjU.evo9 AiSu/tos; 20:16, o AcyeTat AiSaoxaAc. 

In any case, omissions like these are natural ; we expect them. Two 
such interpretations of Hebrew and Aramaean terms, which were 
necessary in Greek, but surperfluous in Syriac, have remained in the 
the text; viz.: Matt. 1 123 "Immanuel, which is interpreted, God with 
us ;" and John 1 : 42, "Cephas, which is being interpreted into Greek, 
Peter." Whether these two passages have been left merely by accident, 
or whether they go to prove that Ss was so faithful to his original that 
he would add even such matters as were unimportant or superfluous in 
a Syriac translation, if they were in the original Greek text, is impos- 
sible to decide dogmatically. But it is certain that, even if he omitted 
those passages because he saw that they were superfluous, the omis- 
sions are entirely natural, and do by no means reflect on the faithful- 
ness of his translation. He is, indeed, a very faithful translator ; he 
does not omit passages which seem to him unimportant, nor does he 
add when he likes. We shall see that the most important omissions 
as well as additions are paralleled in other MSS., especially in those 
of the western group. In the list which is given below I have taken 
only the most important omissions and additions, and noted down 
when the omission was paralleled by one or more MSS., when Westcott 
and Hort(=W-H) or Tischendorf (= Tisch.) bracketed it or put it on 
the margin. I have simply noted this, because that implies that there 
is a good deal of doubt whether the verse or phrase belongs in the 
text or not. As the basis for the comparison I have used West- 
cott and Hort's text. Thus, when W-H omit passages which Ss omits 
also, no notice has been taken of them. This reduces the number of 
the otherwise very numerous omissions. 

Ss omits Matt. 1 : 25 (partly), K also ; 4 : 24 partly ; 15 5 : 30, D also ; 5 : 47, 
K also; 6:5; 9:34, Da K also, W-H bracket; 10:13, V "£' a > D also; 
10 : 19, iro>s r], a K, etc., also; 12 :47, W-H margin, Tisch. bracket ; 16: 2, 3, 

15 Cf. Blass, Evgl. Luc, praefatio, p. lxxvi : Apud Matt. 4 : 24 absunt ab Syro Lew. 
verba /cal i.trr}\$ev r\ d/coi) airov els SK-qv rijv "Zvplav, turn ibidem Kal dcufiovi&fiivovs 
Kal (TeXrina^o/xernvs (/cai ircX. et. K om.) Kal jrapaXi/Ti/coiH ; paulloque post (25) pro Kal 
■flKo\oi$ri<rav airf flxAoi ttoMoI kt£ habet idem " et facta magna multitudine " : in 
quibus omnibus nisi Tatiani licentiam sive alius Syri interpretis mecum agnoscere 
velis, non invenies explicationem differentiae. Nullane ergo huic testi fides habenda ? 
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W-H bracket ; 21 : 44, W-H bracket, Tisch. om. ; 22 : 4, to apiarov pov tjtoi- 
fiaxra., 01 ravpoi pov koli to 0-mora rtOvptva ; Sc om. only : Kai ra mriOTa 
rtOvpeva. — Mark 7 : 8, a<£evTcs yap ttjv evroAi/v tov ®eov, Kpartirt ttjv irapa- 
oWw Twv avOpumov I 9 : 3, 01a yvac£>£U9 ejri T179 yi;9 ov SuvaTOi ovtws AevKavat, 
X a n om. also ; 9 : 49, irava yap 6Wia aXi aXurO-qaerai, W-H put it on the 
margin, Tisch. om. ; 10:2, 7rpoo-eA6Wr£9 &apuraioi, D a b K om., brack- 
eted by W-H ; 10 :42, o 8e Iijcrov9 — cWouvres — Kai 01 p-tyaAoi avro>v Kartiov- 
<ria£,ovo-iv avraiv ; 11:8, aAAoi 8c ori/Jaoas KO\j/a.VTts ck Ttov aypmv ; 12:4, 
entire verse ; 13:9, BAeirere Se t>/u.«9 catiTous — om. also by X* — K<u ets o-vva- 
yuyyai Saprjo-eo-Oe ; 14:65, kcu rrepiKaAwrrav to irpocroiirov avrov, D a f om. ; 
14:42, koli 17S17 01/009 ycvop.evi/9 errei r]V irapao-Ktvt), o tart irpo . . . ; 16:8, 
arro tov pvypeiov. a\t Be avras rpop.09 k<u eKorcuns; 16:9-20, om. J^, B. — 
Luke 6 : 40, KaT-qprio-pevos Se iras corai a>s o SioWkoAos avrov, TA* 48" om.; 

7 : 7, 810 ou8e cp,at>TOV )/fia>cra Trpos ere eA6W, D 63, 240, 244, a b c e ft" 2 * om. ; 

8 : 43, 17ns «9 varpovi irpoo-avaXtao-ao-a oXov tov fitov ', D : rp/ otiSc eis lo-yytv 
OepaTTtvo-ai — om. the rest; Ss : ovk lo-yyo-tv aw ovScvos OepairtvOtjvat 
9:54, os k<m HAeias €iroirio-€v, W-H margin, Tisch. om. ; 9:55, 56, * a ' 
«7rev, ovk ot&We irovov irvevparos ecrrc to o-uxrai, W-H on margin, Tisch. 
om. ; 10:41, 42, ptpipvas /ecu 6opvfia£y irtpi iroXXa, oAiycov St eoriv 
Xpaa rj evos, W-H r \ a b e ff 2 om., D also except Oovvjialr) ; 1 1 : 1 1, aprov, 
prj XtOov cm Sa>o-€i avTo>, W-H margin; 11:36, oAov — p-q ex ov ti ptpos — 
eo-Ttti <pa>reivov oXov, D a b e ff 2 , Sc om. also ; 16 1 1 : 53, Kai airoo-ropaTi£av 
avrov irepurXeiovtov, W-H margin; 11:54. «ve8pet>ovre9 avrov Orjpevaai ti «k 
o-ropaTos avrov, W-H r n ; D : a<poppyv rata Aa/Sciv avrov, om. eveSpevovTts ; 
Sc. also; 12:9, om. e; 12:39, eypyyopyo-ev av, W-H r "< margin simply: 
ovk av, so Tisch. in text; 14:27, om. M*RF al. mu. ; 16:7, kcu Aeyei avria 
Ae£ai o-ov to ypappa; 16:18, euro avopos, D om. ; 19 : 25, D 69, etc., Sc om. ; 
ig : 33, cmtov 01 Kvpioi avrov irpos awTous n Auere rov rrtoAov, Sc also ; 20 : 36, 
kcu tuoi «ow tou 6eov, W-H r 1 , some MSS. om. kcu utoi oo-ii'; 21:10, 
Tore eAcyev awTois, D e 1 a ff 2 Sc om.; 22:43. 44. bracketed twice by W-H; 
23:10-12; 23:34a, W-H bracket twice; 23:51, oui-09 ovk iqv avyKara- 
rtOtipevos ry /3ouAj/ koi rg Trpa^tt avrtov ; 24 : 42, koi arro p.e\t.o-o-iov Krjpiov, 
W-H margin, Tisch. om. ; 24 : 52, «s tov ovpavov — n-poo-Kuv^o-avres avrov, 
W-H bracket, Tisch. om. — John I : 38, dWra/aevos auTous aKoAouflouvros 14:9, 
ovcn;s yuvaiKos Sa/tiapetTtSos ; 1 2 : 8, D om. ; 1 3 : 32, cv o 0£OS <-8o£a<r0i) ev avr<a, 
omission well- attested; 13:34, iva koi u/ueis ayairare aAAi;Aov9, XT al 10 , 

16 q : Si ergo corpus tuum lucernam non habens Iucidam obscurum est, quanto 
magis cum lucerna luceat, inluminat te. 

f : Si enim corpus quod in te est lucernam non habuerit lucentem tibi tenebrosa 
est, quanto magis autem lucerna tua fulgens lucebit tibi. 
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ceff 1 om. ; 14:10, tix prj/xara to atrros iroiei ra epya; 14:11; 14:14, X A 1.22. 
2 pe 6 pe al 5 b fu Syr hr Arm zoh et cdd om. ; 16:3; 17:11, a> 8«8<oko.s to j/jneis, 
Hil w- 10& om.; 20:7; 21:15, a b c e ff 2 om. ir\eov tovtmv, a e om. 
<rv oiSas OTi <j>i\u> ere; 21 : 16, a om. cru oi8as on <f>i\w ere; 21 :25, oera — oi>8e 
avTov oijueu — ra ypa<f>ofieva /3i/8Xia, Tisch. om. entire verse, a b e ff 3 et 
alia autem [b quidem a om.] multa fecit Jesus = Ss, L n ti ariva eav ypa^Tat 
xa0' ev. 

The result of this comparison cannot be doubtful. It places the 
translator of Ss in the right light ; he is very faithful to his original. 
Though there are some omissions which cannot be duplicated in other 
MSS., yet most of them can. This leads us to think that these other 
omissions also were not his own ; he found them already in his Greek 
text. 

The same will be seen in his additions, which are said to be due to 
Ss' idiosyncrasies. They also can be duplicated — most of them at least. 
It will be remembered that the additions are small, and not of so great 
importance as the omissions. The limited number given in the foot- 
note below 17 will therefore suffice to show that they also are not made 
by him in order to make his text clearer, but they are there because 
they were in his original Greek. 

Having shown that Ss is faithful to his original, and that he repro- 
duces his Greek text accurately, we are ready to see that the original 
of Ss must have been different from that of Sc. Sc uses a much fuller 
Greek text than Ss. Here are some verses which are not in Ss, but are 
in Sc : Matt. 1 : U; 4 : 24b; 5 : 25, 30, 47 ; 6:5; 8:5 (partly) 523:14; 
Mark 16:9-20; Luke 8:43; 9 : 55. 5 6 ! 12:381V 22 : 43, 44; 23: 12- 
14, 34; John 5:12; 14:10, 11. There are few additions which Ss 
has and which are not in Sc : Luke 1 1 : 36 ; 14:13; 19:32; 23:20; 

" Matt. 10 : 23, " and if they persecute you in the other city, flee ye to another." 
W-H place it in the margin, which shows that there are at least some texts which 
have it. 27 : 16, "Jesus " is added to Barabbas. This we find also in the Palestinian 
Syriac, which shows that it was not an addition of Ss, but that there were Greek texts 
which had this addition. — John 3 : 8, Ss adds irvevfw. Se Seos ; cf. Tischendorf's note, 
which shows that Ss does not stand alone in doing this.— Luke 23 : 37, Ss (-j- Sc) adds 
Xaipe .... /ecu eir($T\Kav eiri ti)v neQaXyv avrov arecpavov aK<xv9i.vov. — D c xatpe • • • • 
Trepa-eSevres (d imponentes c imposuerunt autem) avrtf xai axavOivov ffreQavov. — John 
20 : 16, Ss adds : /cat irpoveSpa/iitv aipao-dai avrov. a ca 13. 346. g. gat. mm Syr P et hr 

Cyr ■>• '° s 3 also. 1 2 : 3, Ss has with D d, etc effudit super caput ihesu recumbentis. 

— Luke 23 : 48, Ss, " Saying ' woe unto us, what hath befallen us ! Woe unto us for our 
sins.' " Sc has this also. So has the gospel of Peter. Very similar is g I : " Vae 
nobis, quae facta sunt hodie propter peccata nostra, appropinquavit enim desolatio 
Hierosolem." — Matt. 27 : 28, Ss adds, Trop<pvpovv ; so also D 157 a b c f ff', etc. 
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John 6:13; none of them are, moreover, entire verses, but only- 
parts of verses. 

Another argument for the difference of texts lies in translations 
in which Ss is paralleled by other texts, and Sc also, but different from 
those representing Ss : 

E. g., Matt. 3:16, where Ss = pa-o IZaleyO = ev ctSct ircpiorepSs ; Sc = 
jja* y-*i = oSo-« irepiorcpav = W-H, Tisch. The text of Ss is represented 
by Ev. Ebion. : kcu a>s avrjX&ev oaro tov vSaros, r/voiyijo-av 01 ovpavoi ko.l ti8e 
to Trvev/w. tov 6eov tov aytov ev aSa Trcpiorepas KaOeXBovo-qi kcu ao-tXOovo-qs 
«s avrov ; cf. Ephraim, Diatessaron, too. 5 : 2, Ss : rjpX €T0 A.cy«v awots ; 
Sc : kcu dvotfas to oro/ta ovtov eoYoWkcv avrovs A.eya>v, the regular text. 
27:16, 17, Ss: 'Irjo-ovv Bapa/8/8Sv — witnesses see in Tischendorf; Sc : 
Bapa/3/3av, regular text. — Luke 2 : 48, Ss : 6 irari/jp o~ov Kayio, on the difference 
in the tradition cf. Tisch.; Sc : ij/i«is. 11 : 36, Ss has the verse, Sc omits it 
with D a b c ff 2 i. 11 : 13, Ss: 86/juiTa dyaOd, for witnesses for this reading 
cf. Tisch. ; Sc : Tveu/m aytov, the accepted reading. 11:38, Ss : iOav/iao-iv, so 
Tisch., W-H ; Sc : rjp£a.To Staxptvo/tcvos ev tavrm Aeyetv ; there are a number of 
witnesses for this reading.— Matt. 21:31, Ss : 6 uorepos, D and others; 
Sc : o TrpioTOs, Tischendorf 's text. 3 : 4, Ss : aypos )io4 , so also the Palest. Syriac 
and the Diat. ; Sc : aypios ]fS , all others. — Luke 19:32, Ss has 01 direoraA.- 
/xevoi KaOms ehrev avTOts, with W-H, Textus Receptus, Tischendorf; Sc omits 
it; so e (DG). — Matt. 5:45, the different position of the verses: Ss has 
the regular order, Sc vss. 5, 4, paralleled by other texts. 

Such examples show very clearly that the two Greek texts underlying 
Ssand Sc respectively were different from each other. Sc's text is much 
fuller than Ss'. Both texts are very old, dating certainly from the 
second century ; but Ss' is older than that of Sc ; compare for this the 
first chapter of Matthew relating the birth of Jesus, and the omissions 
as well as the sometimes curious additions. Add to this priority of 
Ss' Greek original the affinity which exists between the Sinaiticus and 
the Palestinian Syriac, and the fact that Sc's divisions in the text are 
finer than those of Ss, 18 and it follows that Ss is older than Sc. 

We have now reached the conclusion that, though Ss is closely 
related to Sc, though both are translations from the Greek, Sc is no 
mere recension of Ss ; that the Greek text underlying them is not the 
same, Ss' being older ; that Ss is older than Sc. Now we must answer 
the question : What is, then, the relation of Ss to Sc, if one is not a 
recension of the other ? 

18 Cf. Merx in his German translation. 
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Two answers are possible, which do not exclude each other : either 
the translators of Ss and Sc belonged to the same school, or they used 
the same Syriac text (Syr. vetus) as the basis of their own translation. 

When two men who have had the same education are called upon 
to translate a given piece from one language into another, the ground 
stock of the work will be the same, but in details the two translations 
will differ. Each will naturally use the terms which lie most 
readily at his hand. Sometimes they will have exactly the same 
translation; sometimes the words which we mostly find in the 
one will be in the other, and vice versa. Lexical differences are 
inevitable. Grammatical differences are also to be expected ; it would 
be strange if they were not found. Differences in the constructions 
are bound to arise, because no two men use the same constructions, 
though they may have always been in the same school. All this is 
what we find in these two texts, Ss and Sc. The ground stock of the 
two, leaving out of account the so-called omissions and additions, is 
essentially the same, but the vocabulary and the grammar of the two 
are different. They belong to the same school ; their task was the same, 
viz., to translate a given text from Greek into Syriac; their ability was 
about the same ; but their works are in a way independent of each 
other. The relation which exists between the two proves that they 
belonged to the same school, not that one is dependent on the other. 

This is the most satisfactory way of explaining the relationship of 
the two, which agree in so many parts and differ so decidedly in so 
many others. 

The other answer, that both Ss and Sc used the same Syriac text as a 
basis of their work, might also explain the matter, though one would still 
be at a loss how to explain the many differences. The groundwork 
of Ss and Sc would be that of the Old Syriac, which has not yet been 
discovered. Both Ss and Sc would have changed that text as to voca- 
bulary and grammar pretty much as they pleased. They would still be 
independent of each other in the way that neither of them made use of 
the other, both simply taking the same text as a foundation. The whole 
process, however, does not commend itself as so simple in its solution 
of the difficulties. 19 

This brings up the question about the Old Syriac, that text which 
is supposed to lie back of all the texts we have. To speak dogmatically 

*» The examples given by Wellhausen and Nestle, which point in the direction 
that some expressions in Sc are older than the corresponding expressions in Ss, give 
some foundation to this theory. 
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on this subject is hazardous ; the data are too few. The opinion to 
which I have come is as follows : It cannot be proved as yet, and must 
be taken for what it is worth. The very first gospel translator in Syria 
did not translate all four gospels, but one. Which one of the four we 
cannot tell ; perhaps Mark, perhaps John. This would meet at first all 
the requirements. But soon somebody else, or perhaps the same man 
who translated the first gospel, would take another gospel and trans- 
late that also. The two would come together. The same process 
would be repeated till all four gospels were translated. The different 
order in Ss and Sc — Ss = Matthew, Mark, Luke, John; Sc= Matthew, 
Mark, John, Luke — points in this direction. At first the gospels existed 
side by side; then they would be bound together ; the order would vary 
in the different copies. Gradually, through outside influence, the posi- 
tion of Matthew and Mark would become fixed (or does the position 
perhaps indicate that they were first translated ?). As to Luke and John 
there was still some fluctuation, till the now accepted order : Matthew, 
Mark, Luke, John, became established. 

This suggestion will appear still more plausible when we come to 
look at it in the light of the history of the foundation of the Syrian 
church. 

2. The Relation of Ss and Sc to P. 

It has long been recognized that the Peshitta was not the original 
Old Syriac text. Already in the last century men pointed out that 
this text must be the result of a development, the last of a series of 
which the other parts were at that time still wanting. But since the 
discovery of Sc in 1842 (1858) and of Ss in 1892 the proofs of this 
assertion have become manifest. 

I do not think, however, that it can be asserted justly that P is a 
recension of Ss and Sc. There is no doubt that all of them are related 
to each other, but that does not mean that P is a recension of the 
others. A comparison of the three texts shows that in many passages 
P = Ss=Sc; that they have a good deal in common. But there 
are also many passages where P agrees with the one and differs 
from the other ; in others it differs from both, whether they be alike or 
different from each other. 20 That means that P is, indeed, related 
to Ss and Sc, but is at the same time relatively independent of 
them ; the process which was described in connection with Ss and Sc 
is evidently repeated here. As there, so here, the translator worked 
independently, but was influenced now by Ss, now by Sc. The fact 

20 Cf. Alb. Bonus, Collatio, etc. 
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that P combines the readings of Ss and Sc helps us to determine P's 
age, not absolutely, but relatively. Can it be said that P is the oldest 
text, on which Ss and Sc base their translations ? That would explain 
why P agrees now with Ss, now with Sc. But it would not explain the 
great differences of the three texts. These differences can be accounted 
for only on the assumption of different Greek originals. And as regards 
these Greek originals, it is at once clear that P does not present nearly 
as old a text as either Ss or Sc, a fact which is so apparent to the 
reader of the three that it needs no further proof. Texts like Ss and 
Sc presuppose a very old Greek original, which cannot be claimed 
for P. We have, then, a text combining the readings of two other 
texts, but using a later original than the two others. The conclusion 
is inevitable : P is later than Ss and Sc, by which it is influenced. 
The motive which lay at the basis of these three different texts is 
to be sought in the desire of the Syrians to conform their text to that 
which was accepted by the Graeco-Roman church." That desire neces- 
sitated the translation of P especially, but P is only one of the texts 
which originated under these circumstances. We shall find others sug- 
gested by Aphraates and Ephraim. 

At this point it is well to sum up the results which we have reached 
thus far : 

i. There is a certain kind of relationship between Ss and Sc ; they are not 
absolutely independent of each other. 

2. Both Ss and Sc are translations from the Greek. 

3. Sc is not a mere recension of Ss, nor vice versa. 

4. Ss presupposes a Greek original different from that of Sc. 

5. Ss' original Greek was shorter and older than Sc's. 

6. Ss is older than Sc. 

7. The close resemblance of Ss and Sc in many parts and the difference in 
others is explained by the fact that the translators either belonged to 
the same school or used the same Syriac text (the Old Syriac) as the 
basis of their own translations. The first is the more probable explana- 
tion. 

8. The relation of P to Ss and Sc is similar to that of Ss to Sc. P is no 

recension of either, but is influenced by both, which is seen in the fact 
that it combines the readings of both. 

9. The original Greek of P is younger than that of either Ss or Sc. 
10. P is younger than Ss and Sc, the genealogy being : Ss, Sc, P. 

" See also Zahn and Holzhey. 
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j. The Relation of Ss, Se, and P to the Diatessaron.™ 

It is a great misfortune that we do not possess the original of 
Tatian's Diatessaron. As was already noticed, the determination of 
the priority of the gospel harmony or of the separate gospels has to 
rest wholly on internal evidence. And this is very precarious and 
very difficult, because the text of Tatian's work has by no means been 
fixed yet. Though there are for the reconstruction of it the com- 
mentary of Ephraim on the Diatessaron, the citations of Aphraates, 
the Arabic Diatessaron, the Latin harmony of Victor of Capua, and 
the references in the Syrian church fathers, yet these witnesses are 
not all too reliable, and their testimony may be challenged.* 3 

In addition to this uncertainty about the text comes the fact that 
we do not know how faithfully Tatian handled his sources. His pur- 
pose was practical — he wanted to make a gospel harmony ; but we know 
from several sources that he omitted certain portions which did not 
please him, and others he altered as he wanted. 

We must keep these facts in mind in making our examination. 
And it may be said that, in view of all this, an absolutely certain 
result is not to be expected. It must necessarily be largely a balancing 
of arguments, which to some minds will preponderate in this, to others 
in that direction. 

32 Cf. F. C. Burkitt, in The Guardian, October 31, 1894. 

2 3 Ephraim's fragments are of the greatest value, but one has to remember that 
they are not accessible in the original, and also that he uses the Peshitto, too, which 
is, indeed, his ordinary Bible. He must often have mixed the two together, and 
in some passages have given the Peshitta reading, which was not at all in the Diates- 
saron. 

Aphraates is the only one who preserves the citations in Syriac, excepting the 
later church fathers, who quote from Ephraim, and yet even he must be looked upon 
with suspicion, because he also, as we shall see, knew and used another version of 
the gospels, different from the Diatessaron, side by side with the harmony. 

The Arabic Diatessaron must have undergone considerable changes, not only 
owing to the translations from one language into the other. Peculiar readings will 
have been erased by orthodox men, so as to make the work more conformed to the 
orthodox New Testament. It is, perhaps, mainly useful for the arrangement of the 
original work, for, as is evident from Aphraates, many portions which were harmon- 
ized by the original work are given here only in the translation of one of the parallel 
passages ; the finely interwoven network of Tatian has disappeared from them. 

The Latin harmony of Victor of Capua is based on the Vulgate, and so cannot 
be of very much use, though, of course, for the arrangement, and perhaps also now 
and then for a text which the scribe might not always have found in the Vulgate, and 
therefore translated directly from the Syriac, it might be of some use. 
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One thing, however, is clear and absolutely certain, namely, that 
the two sets of texts, the separate and the interwoven gospels, are 
related to each other, are dependent one on the other, the only ques- 
tion being which is the earlier. 24 

Such agreements as these are the best evidence for the fact that 
the gospel harmony of Tatian and the separate gospels stand in an inti- 
mate relationship. The problem before us now is : What is their relative 
age, which is prior, T or the separate gospels ? 

We are at once confronted with the question : How could the 
Diatessaron have had such a prominence in the early Syrian church ; 
how could it have been used so widely, if it was not the first gospel 
which the Syrians had ? This argument in favor of Tatian's gospel 
harmony is of very little weight. It seems, of course, at first sight, to 
stand absolutely in the way of the priority of the separate gospels. 
For how could it be, it is asked, that the Syrians should have possessed 
and used first the separate gospels and then, when the Diatessaron 
came, laid those original gospels aside and used only the Diatessaron ? 
First of all, it is a pure assumption, which cannot be verified, that 
they suspended the use of the separate gospels entirely. Secondly, it 
must not be overlooked that a harmony has many practical advantages 
over the separate gospels, especially for liturgical purposes. Thirdly, 
it must not be forgotten that the harmony was made just about the 
time when Christianity became the national religion of Syria. The 

24 Evidences of this relationship are seen in such passages as Matt. 3 : 4, where 
Ss and T read, instead of pxKt aypiov, ne\i aypov ]»o4? , while Sc, P, and most of the 
Greek texts read /ieXi aypiov. A reading like this points to some kind of an affinity 
between the two texts. — 3:10 ( = Luke 3:9), "Hdy Si ij i£f.vt\ irpis t^v pi^av T&r 
SivSpwv KeiTcu is translated by T and all the separate gospels, Ss, Sc, P, as if there stood 
(Be, contrary to all other witnesses to the text. — 3 : 16, Ss and T read iv elSei wepurrepas, 
which only few minor witnesses have, while the great bulk of the Greek MSS., 
together with Sc and P, read wo-el ((is) irepurTepav. — 13:48, Ss, Sc, T translate the 
words ovvi\e%av ra Ka\a eU 4777; (or iyyeta) as if they had read <rvv£\e£av rk Kaka ch 
aya$&. — Mark 6:8, Ss translates in iva pvqdiv a'lpoxrt els bd&v el fur) pdfiSov pAvov, the 
papSov with shavtd, evidently to bring this statement into harmony with Matt. 10 : 10 
and Luke 9 : 3, where the pApSov is not allowed. P. has shavtd in all three passages, 
Sc has it in Luke 9 : 3, Matt. 10 : 10 being missing. Now, Tatian's Diatessaron has : 
" Possess . . . . a staff . . . . [but] no stick" which is precisely what we find in Ss. Ss 
has, namely, in Matt. 10:10, Luke 9 : 3, a different word from that used in Mark 6 : 8, 
viz., khutrd { " bludgeon " ). — John 4 : 25, Ss and T translate the regular text olda Sti 
Me<r<rlas ipxerai, irav e\0jj ixtivos, avayyeXei i/pAV iwavra with !Se Martrlas epxerai, 
#rai» ("XOy txetvos Sdaei (yip.iv omitted by Ss) &iravra, a reading which is unparalleled 
by any other text. See Zahn, Theol. Literatur-Blatt, 1895, No. 25 ; Burkitt, /. c, 
for these examples. 
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question may be asked, with just as much weight, whether it would be 
possible, or probable, that the Syrian Christians should have done so 
long without the gospels that they received the first translation not 
before about 172 A. D. Again, would it be likely that the translator 
of the four separate gospels should have used the Diatessaron as the 
basis of his translation, should have untwisted the finely coupled, 
sometimes masterly mixed, substance, and then should have gone on 
with his translation ? Does it not seem much more natural that the 
compiler of the harmony used a Syriac translation of the separate 
gospels, which would save him the work of translating before he began 
to harmonize ? This supposition does not rest on common-sense 
only ; positive proof can be adduced for it. 

Incidentally it should be said here that there is now practically 
unanimity in regard to the fact that the Diatessaron of Tatian was 
"von Haus aus" (*. <?., originally) Syriac. This has been proved espe- 
cially by Zahn, and also by J. Rendel Harris. Harnack stands practi- 
cally alone in his contention that it was composed in Greek, and not 
in Syriac. 

But to return to the proof for the statement that the author of the 
harmony based his work on a Syriac translation of the separate gos- 
pels which existed already at his time. I quote from J. Rendel Harris : 

One of the most characteristic readings of Tatian has been held to be the 
expression of Mark (viii. 26), preserved in the Arabic Harmony, where we 
are told that the Syro-Phenician woman, upon whose daughter the Lord 
showed compassion, was a native of Emesa (or Homs) of Syria. The reading 
has, at first sight, every appearance of being an addition to the information 
in the canonical gospels. If it is really a part of Tatian's text, I can prove, 
however, that he was working on Syriac gospels. The proof is as follows : 
The Persian version, which was made from a Syriac text, says the woman 
was "from Phenice of Syria — i. e., from Homs," from which we suspect that 
Homs of Syria in Tatian's text is merely an explanation of " Phenice of 
Syria." And this is confirmed by the dictionary of Bar Ali and a number of 
other authorities, who tell us that " Phenice of Syria is the city Homs." If, 
then, Tatian's text had " Homs of Syria," it is explanatory of an earlier text 
" Phenice of Syria," and this text must have been a translation of the trouble- 
some Greek word "Syro-Phenician." The collateral evidence for the exist- 
ence of such a translation is abundant. Tatian was, therefore, working on 
translated gospels. It appears, therefore, that his evidence also, as might 
have been expected, runs back into a Syriac source. 25 

z s J. Rendel Harris in the Contemporary Review, November, 1894, p. 671. For 
the other proofs see Zahn's Gesch. d. Kanons. 
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We have up to this point seen (1) that there exists an intimate 
relationship between Ss and T, and (2) that T has based his work on 
already existing Syriac gospels. Is there now any proof in the text of 
Ss which shows that the text it represents was earlier than T ? 

The strongest proof will certainly be in a comparison of pas- 
sages in which we clearly see the dogmatic character of Tatian. 
Though, of course, the work of Tatian was made, not for dogmatic and 
theological, but for practical reasons, we know from some writers 
that he held certain heretical views, which found expression in the 
omission of passages which contradicted his views, and which he 
therefore believed to be wrong. 26 There are two points especially : 
(1) his rejection of marriage, and (2) his opposition to everything 
which showed the Davidic descent of Jesus. 

Now let us compare Matt. 1 : 19-25 : 



Sc 



Ss 



Now Joseph her husband 



omits : man 



Arab. Diat. 

= Ss 
= Sc 
= Sc 

= Sc 



Ephraim 

= Sc 
= Sc 
= Sc 
omits 
son of David 

simply : Mary 
missing 



19. Now Joseph, 
because he 
was a just man 

20. Joseph, son of David, 

do not fear to marry 

Mary thy betrothed Mary thy wife = Ss 

21. For she shall bear = ' =Sc 
a son, and his thee a son 
name shall be called and thou shalt call = Ss 
Jesus, for he shall save = = Ss 
the world from their sins his people from = = Ss 

25. And he married Mary = Mary his wife and took his wife 

and lived purely with her and knew her not 

until she 
until she bare the son and she bare him a son bare her 

firstborn son 

and she called and he called 

his name Jesus = 

Now, suppose T were the oldest and Ss were based on it, what rea- 
son should Ss have to alter the text of T so much that he has quite a 
unique text ? There is no dogmatic presupposition found in his 
translation, and everyone who reads this narrative about the birth of 
Christ is struck by the simplicity and naturalness of Ss, which comes 
out perhaps most strongly in vs. 16, omitted by T : 

* 6 Cf. especially Eusebius, IV, 29, and Theodoret, I, 20. 



took her 

= Sc 
until she 
bare her 
firstborn 
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Jacob begat Joseph ; Joseph, to whom was betrothed Mary the virgin, 
begat Jesus, who is called Christ. 

The idea that this is the work of a heretic must at once be dis- 
missed, since it has no foundation in the whole translation, which is 
entirely without theological bias. The text of Ss draws really the cor- 
rect conclusion from that genealogy. On the other hand, we know 
that Tatian had dogmatic presuppositions. He never mentions Mary 
and Joseph as husband and wife. He emphasizes the fact that they 
lived purely with each other. He omits the genealogies altogether, 
because they showed the Davidic descent of Christ. Now, in the text 
of Ss we have — 

i. The emphasis on the married relationship of Mary and Joseph 

Ss 

Joseph her husband 
Mary thy wife 
married his wife 
she shall bear thee a son 
thou shalt call his name 
he called his name 



Sc 


T 


omits : her husband 


=Sc 


thy bethrothed 


omits 


omits: his wife 


=Sc 


omits : thee 




his name shall be called 




she called his name 




adds : lived purely with 


he dwelt with her in 


her 


purity 



2. The Davidic descent of Jesus. 

In the genealogies, in the sentence, "Joseph begat Jesus," "Joseph 
was called the father of Jesus," and especially in vs. 20, "Joseph, son 
of David, do not fear." 

While we can find no ground why Ss should have altered Tatian's 
text into his really unique and unparalleled text, there are strong rea- 
sons for supposing that Tatian found this text of Ss and modified it 
to suit his views. 

An objection which might be made to the second argument, as 
to the Davidic descent of Jesus, must be considered here. Ephraim 
says in his commentary on the Diatessaron : " Eadem scriptura 
dixit, utrumque Josephum et Mariam esse ex domo David." (Moesin- 
ger, Evgl. Concord. Expos., p. 26.) This seems to contradict the 
statement that Tatian omitted everything which related to the Davidic 
descent of Jesus. But one must not be rash in such a conclusion. 
Ephraim uses the separate gospel text, too ; all the citations in his com- 
mentary cannot be regarded as belonging to the Diatessaron, and it is 
conceded that many are from the separate gospels. I would therefore 
rather trust the eyewitness Theodoret, who had seen copies of the Syriac 
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work, as we have not. Thus I believe that these words were not in 
the original Diatessaron, but were taken from the separate gospels. 
That this is correct is shown by the text of Ss in Luke 2:4," because 
both were from the house of David;" while P and W-H have: Bta 
to aval avrov i£ oikov koI iraTpiSs Aavei'8. 

The second argument is, therefore, valid, and it must be recognized, 
though the first argument alone would be sufficient for our purpose. 

Again, there are peculiarities in Ss which cannot be later than T. 27 

Another argument for the priority of the separate gospels over 
against the harmony lies in the omissions of Ss, especially of Mark 
16:9-20, the so-called "longer conclusion." Ss omits it, breaking 
suddenly off with: "for they were afraid." Then we have the colo- 
phon, " Here endeth the gospel of Mark," and then begins at once in 
the same column, showing that nothing has been omitted, the gospel 
of Luke. Ss did not have vss. 9-16 just as J$, B. But everybody 
recognizes that these verses were in the original Diatessaron. Sc has 
them, too. If Ss had T before him, why, then, did he leave out these 
verses ? No reason whatever can be found for the omission but the 
one that Ss did not find these verses in the original from which he 
made his translation. And it is evident, therefore, that this original 
was not T, for in T these verses are found. 

But that is not claimed at all, one might say. Evidently Ss had 
not only T, but also a Greek MS. before him. He followed the Greek 
MS. ; thus this omission is no reason why Ss should be earlier than T. 

This is a natural objection. However, it will be noticed that the 
omission of those verses occurs in the earliest Greek MS., while only 
the later Greek texts have the passage. The same applies to the 

a ?" There is at least one passage where we know the Diatessaron to have contained 
a peculiar interpretation of the ordinary Greek text, but where Sinaiticus has a striking 
mistranslation (or a corruption of the underlying- Greek text), which could hardly have 
passed into circulation after the Diatessaron reading was current ; i. e., Luke 4 : 29, 
wore koto Kpri/xviaai avrov, which was taken by Tatian to imply that the men of Naza- 
reth actually threw our Lord over the cliff. But in Sin. we read: 'And they led him 
out as far as the top (?) of the mountain upon which their city was built, so as to hang 
him.' The last clause is evidently meant for wore Kpe/iairai avrov. Such a gross mis- 
translation must date from very early times." (Burkitt.) Besides, readings like 
Matt. 27 : 16, 17, where Ss has "Jesus Bar- Abbas," which is also in S hier ; Luke 2 : 36, 
which affirms that Hanna had lived only seven days with her husband before she 
became a widow ; Luke 4 : 29, " He who eats the ipurrov in the kingdom of God," must 
be very old, and are of such a character that " niemand (sic) spater in ein Neues 
Testament hineincorrigiert haben wiirde." (Cf. Nestle, Theolog. Literatur-Zeitung, 
I.e.) 
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omission of other passages in Ss which are in T, e. g., Luke 22: 43, 44; 
23 : 34^. It is only the earliest MSS. which omit them. 

The case lies, then, thus : Ss used an older Greek MS. than T. 
Is this natural in the case that Ss is later than T ? Evidently not. 

Besides, it is a great question whether a later author would omit 
such passages as, e. g., " Father, forgive them, for they know not what 
they do," a passage which must have immediately taken hold of the 
hearts of the people when once given. Now, would an author who 
began his work when this word of Jesus on the cross was already 
familiar to the people from the harmony which they used, omit it, even 
though it were not in the Greek MS. from which he translated ? Would 
not the people charge him at once with having omitted some of the 
most precious parts of the gospel ? Would for those simple minded, 
earnest, practical Christians an answer be sufficient which told them : 
these are really not original parts of the gospel, they are later addi- 
tions ? That might do for a modern critic. But one may safely chal- 
lenge anyone to try today whether the great mass of earnest, devoted 
Christians would be willing to give up those texts simply because they 
are not found in the earliest MSS. And then, the whole character of 
the work of Ss shows that the author's purpose was practical : he 
wanted to give the people a gospel which they could read and under- 
stand ; there were none of the elements of the modern text critic in 
him. His work was for the people. But will the people be willing to 
accept his work when they could say : " Our old gospel, our Diates- 
saron, is much better than this new version. It has those words which 
we love, but this version has omitted them " ? Impossible that he should 
not have thought of this. No ; the omission of those passages in Ss 
shows very clearly that he did not have T before him ; that T must be 
later ; else they would have been taken account of, no matter whether 
the Greek MS. of Ss had them or not. 

These arguments from the comparison of dogmatic passages in 
T and Ss, from the peculiarities of Ss, which would scarcely have found 
their place after T's work, and from the omissions of Ss, are perhaps 
as strong arguments as we can expect in the absence of external wit- 
ness. It is their inherent force which convinces us that the text repre- 
sented by Ss, the Syr. vet., is older than the Diatessaron, and that the 
relation that exists between them is the dependence of T on Ss. 

There is, however, also a clear influence of T on Ss. And this 
fact — I refer to the presence of harmonistic readings in Ss — is the 
main, if not the only real, argument for the opposite view, which affirms 
the priority of T over against Ss. 
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That there are such harmonistic readings in Ss is plain from such 
passages as Mark 8:32; 7 : 28, and others.* 8 

It is not necessary for our argument to point out the harmonistic 
readings in Sc. They were already recognized by Cureton, who in his 
preface, p. lxvi, says : 

If we turn to St. Luke, we find several examples of additions made to the text 
from the other evangelists, who had related some fact or discourse in greater 
detail, or with some additional circumstances ; of the change of words or 
phrases to accommodate them and bring them nearer, or even to make them 
identical with the terms employed in other gospels. The gospel of St. John, 
from its peculiarity in having less in common than the other three, will neces- 
sarily admit of fewer changes of this sort ; but still, even in that small portion 
of it which remains, indications of this kind are observable. Of Mark only 
four verses of the last chapter remain. The gospel of St. Matthew also seems 
to exhibit some signs of a similar nature, especially with regard to additions 
made to the text. 

According to his theory that this Syriac gospel of Matthew repre- 
sents " more nearly the exact words which the evangelist himself made 
use of than any other that has hitherto been discovered," Cureton 
attributes " its approximation in numerous places to the reading found 
in St. Mark and St. Luke " to this cause, and not to the same to which 
he ascribes the harmonistic readings in Mark, Luke, and John. 

After Cureton, Baethgen especially has called attention to these 
harmonistic readings, and has made much use of them for his argument 

38 Mark 8 : 32, where Ss has : " And Simon Peter, as though pitying him, said, 
' Be this far from thee.' " This is evidently a conflation of Mark and Matt. The 
Greek has in Matt. : nai vpoaXafioptvos avrov Herpos -qp^aro eTrm/iap avrw Xeycav 
iXews <roi xvpie ov /it] earai. tovto. In Mark : km TpoaXaflonevos Herpos avrov ijpjoro 
emripav avru. The phrase in Ss, " as though pitying him," is plainly a translation 
of the Greek words iXeus o-oi of Matt. Now, exactly the same phrase occurs in the 
Arabic Diatessaron, which translates : "And Simon Peter, as if sympathizing with 
him, said, ' Be this far from thee, Lord.' " Now, it is true that a b n combine also 
Matt, and Mark, but the agreement is not so close as in the case of Ss and T. — 
Matt. 7 : 28, Ss reads : kcu to Kvvapia eaBiet. otto tot ^ixiwc tot Tiirrovrwv otto tjjs 
Tpo7rffj|S (or axo ruv rpaxefav) tot iraiSiuv. The Greek has in Matt, ra xvvapia ecrBiei 
airo Ttav ypix uav Ttav ttittovtwv airo ttjs rpairefas rtav Kvpuav ; in Mark : ra Kvvapia utto 
kotw tt;s Tpairefjjs eoSiovriv airo tot ^i%iot ruv vaiSuav. Ss omits in Matt, oiro tot 
$ixmv tot TriirroiTOT, but reads it in Mark, where it is not in the Greek. Ephraim's 
Diatessaron has : " Even dogs eat of the crumbs of their master's table" = Greek of 
Mark. Ss takes the axo tot xpix" " Tu >v Tnvrovrwv from Matt., but it retains the 
reading rwvira iSiuv. — For other instances see Zahn's article in the Theologische 
Literatur- Blatt, 1895, and the transpositions in the passion story, Luke 22:16, 19, 
20a, 17, 20*, 18, 21 ; John 18 : 13, 24, 14, 15, 19-23, 16-18, 25, which seem to point 
to a harmony. 
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of the priority of the Diatessaron. But as to this, it will be suffi- 
cient to quote the words of Burkitt in the Guardian, October 31, 1894 : 
Baethgen brings forward a number of instances of harmonistic readings 
of Cur., but out of his forty- three examples where Cur. stands alone (or 
with Diat. only), sixteen, or more than one-third, are not shared by Sin. . . . 
Matt. 21 : 33-44 is selected by Baethgen to exhibit the harmonistic tendencies 
of Syr. vet., and of five such readings in these verses peculiar to Cur. alone, 
three are also found in Sin. Yet even here Sin. shows its independence by 
passing over vs. 44 altogether, while Cur. and Pesh. follow the ordinary text. 
The verse is in Diat., where it may, of course, correspond to Luke 20 : 18. 
Its absence from Sin. in the midst of so many minor harmonistic readings 
shows that no deliberate attempt at assimilating the gospels one to the other 
has been made, however much the scribes of Sin. and its ancestors may have 
been influenced by the wording of parallel verses. 

How do we have to account for the harmonistic readings in Ss ? It 
is easily said : They are due to the influence of the Diatessaron. There is 
probably nobody who denies it. But suppose the Old Syriac text of 
the separate gospels were later than the Diatessaron, how have we to 
think of the work of its author ? He must have had a Greek MS. in 
his hand — how else could he disentangle the harmony, and restore the 
text of the separate gospels ? He had, then, before him the Syriac har- 
mony and the Greek MS. Which would be the text that he preferred ? 
Would he simply look for the corresponding translation of the Greek 
in the Syriac Diatessaron ? Would he omit the passages which the 
Diatessaron had, indeed, but which were not in the Greek MS.? Would 
he add some additions which the Greek text had, but which were want- 
ing in the Diatessaron ? Would he, in the main, take the text from the 
already existing Syriac translation, disentangling most passages, but not 
all, so that some harmonistic touches would remain ? Whatever may 
be said about this theory, it is absolutely improbable. For this pro- 
cedure he must have known a good deal of Greek. Why should he 
then undergo this mechanical, slavish task, which, moreover, was more 
difficult than the direct translation ? No, the whole translation bears 
the stamp of originality on its face ; such kind of a work would have 
left other traces which this noble and forcible piece does not show. 

But then, one objects and asks, wondering how anyone can set up 
a theory like this, whether it was not simply so that the author did not 
have a copy of Tatian's work, but merely a Greek MS., before him ; that 
he was, however, so familiar with the text of the harmony that there 
slipped into his translation some harmonistic reminiscences of the 
Diatessaron. 
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But, after all, the question arises : If he had the Greek text 
before him, why should he make these strange excursions ? We have 
no reason to doubt — on the contrary, we have every reason to believe — 
that he was a very faithful translator. Here is a man who wants to 
give the Syrian Christians, who have the Diatessaron already, the sepa- 
rate gospels as they were used in the Graeco-Roman church. Will he 
not be careful to shun harmonistic passages, lest he defeat his own end ? 
Besides, the danger of falling into these lapses is not so great as one 
might at first think. The work which the translator had to do was not 
altogether mechanical ; it was not the wearisome toil of simple copying ; 
there was a good deal of creative work to be done. The mind was 
profoundly attentive ; this his whole work shows. It was something 
new that he wanted to give to the people. Since the main stock was 
already there in the harmony, his diligence must be only the greater, 
lest he represent the Greek original incorrectly. 

The copyist who had the mechanical work to do was more likely to 
write down from memory. One who knows what it is to copy hour 
after hour, perhaps day after day, knows how the attention becomes 
distracted and the mind grows weary. Familiar as the scribe of the 
third or fourth century was with the substance of what he was copying, 
and knowing the text of the Diatessaron well, he must at times have 
put down the text of the harmony which was so familiar to him, espe- 
cially in passages where there was agreement in general. It is much 
easier to think that the harmonistic elements came into Ss through 
scribes than that they were due to the original translator, unless it could 
be proved that the Greek text from which he translated contained these 
harmonistic touches already. Considerations like these weaken or 
destroy the argument for the priority of the harmony over against Ss. 

And then, even those harmonistic touches which we find in Ss must 
not all be attributed to the influence of T. This will be seen, for instance 
in the passage Mark 7 : 28/" where there is, indeed, a conflation in Ss, but 
it is found neither in the Ephraim fragments nor in the Arabic Diates- 
saron. The influence of a parallel passage explains much, and prob- 
ably some conflations he found already in the Greek MS. 30 

29 See preceding footnote. 

30 Compare for this the words of Jerome in his preface to the gospels, also cited by 
Cureton : " Magnus si quidem hie in nostris codicibus error inolevit, dum quod in eadem 
re alius Evangelista plus dixit, in alio quia minus putaverint, addiderunt. Vel dum 
eundem sensum alius aliter expressit, ille qui unum a quattuor primum legerat, ad ejus 
exemplum ceteros quoque existimaverit emendandos. Unde accidit ut apud nos 
mixta sunt omnia, et in Marco plura Lucae atque Matthaei, rursus in Matthaeo plura 
Johannis et Marci, et in ceteris reliquorum, quae aliis propria sunt, inveniantur." 
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The result, then, of our investigation as to the relative age of Ss 
and T is that Ss is earlier than T, that T was not the earliest gospel 
which the Syrians knew. 

Now, what is the relation in which T stands to Sc ? We have seen 
that the text which is represented by Ss is earlier than T. But how about 
Sc ? Is it also earlier, or is it later ? I think it is clearly later. The 
arguments which have been brought forward for the priority of Ss can- 
not be applied to Sc. Sc is so much like T in the dogmatic portions 
that no other conclusion seems possible than that it is based on T. It 
contains, moreover, the conclusion of Mark, as well as the most impor- 
tant other omissions, like Luke 22:43,44, just as T. Sc apparently 
presupposes T in its translation. Ss would, then, be the oldest, T 
would come next, and Sc would come after T. This carries naturally 
with it the position of P, which is the latest of them all. 

Suppose, however, for a moment that the Diatessaron ( = T) were 
the earliest form after all. Then one thing would inevitably follow : 
Scmust be nearer in time to T than Ss, because Sc has undoubted marks 
of T's influence, much more so than Sc (cf. especially Matt., chap. 1). 
But this would contradict the result of our investigation, for we saw 
that Ss was older than Sc, and had strong proofs for it. With this the last 
foundation of Tatian's priority vanishes. The Diatessaron cannot claim 
the distinction of having been the first written message of the gospel 
of Christ in Syria. 

The Syrians had, then, the separate gospels in a text which under- 
lies Ss before they had the Diatessaron. Now it will be asked : If they 
had already Ss, what was the need of having another translation, that 
of Sc ? Was Ss not enough ? Here it must not be forgotten that prob- 
ably for the great mass of the people the Diatessaron was the only form 
in which they knew the gospels. For the Diatessaron was made at the 
time when Christianity, from being the religion of individuals, became 
the religion of the state. To those Christians the Diatessaron was their 
one and all. They heard it in the church services, and became soon 
acquainted with it. Naturally they were familiar with Tatian's idea of 
the birth of Christ. Hearing now from others that the gospels were 
originally written in four separate accounts, they would be eager to 
possess them also in that form in which, as they learned, the rest of the 
Christian churches read them. The desideratum of the hour was, then, 
for these people, not a work which contradicted the Diatessaron, but one 
which was in harmony with it, told the narration of the birth in the 
same words almost as T. A work like Ss would hardly have met their 
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wishes. To this desire the translation of Sc was due. When it was 
made we do not know. Perhaps quite early, about 200 A. D., perhaps 
some fifty years later. How widely it was used it is impossible to say. 
The same must also be said about the use of Ss ; whether it was used 
extensively or only in small circles is uncertain. That both were made 
to fulfil a desire on the part of the people cannot be doubted. For 
practical, not for critical, purposes did the authors write ; that people 
should read and be edified, not that scholars should examine and com- 
pare and inquire which was the correct text and which not. 



Unless other finds show the contrary, Ss in its original form was the 
first translation to which we can point with historic certainty. The extra- 
ordinary value of Ss for text-critical purposes has at once been recog- 
nized. 31 It seems to stand on the same level of authority as X and B. 
Merx places it even higher. 32 Whether that, however, can be main- 
tained, time will show. But the fact that Ss was written before T, puts 
it into the middle of the second century, to which the entire text bears 
witness ; and that places it in the front rank of the witnesses for the 
original Greek text of the gospels. 

4. The Gospel in Aphraates. 

(1) The first thing which confirms the historical presumption that 
Aphraates used the Uiatessaron is the fact that he calls the book from 
which he quotes at least five times simply " the gospel," " his gospel," 
"the gospel of our vivifier ;" 33 never speaking of it as "the gospels," 

31 Ss is used already by Blass in his edition of Luke (Leipzig, 1897) and by Baljon 
in his Novum Testamentum Graece (Groningen, 1898), who says: "Maioris momenti 
est codex Syr sm ; eius igitur lectiones diligentissime conquisitas in annotatione 
ubique (?!) adscripsi" (p. iv). 

32 Cf. his extremely interesting appendix. He would sometimes take the reading 
of Ss, even if the entire other tradition be different. Blass also ranks it very high. So 
would he, just like Merx (and Bechtel) " dem Syrer der Mrs. Lewis glauben, dass 
es Luc. 17:10 5oOXo( ivnev heisseu muss, ohne dxpeioi." (Gram. d. neutestamentl. Griech., 
p. v.) "At est profecto ubi magna habenda sit vel soli vel paucis testanti : velut quod 
omittit L. 17 : 10 dxpeww e Matthaeo in sententiae detrimentum invectum, et Johannis 
narrationem (18 : 13 sqq.) cum graeco 225 in veriorem ordinem redigit, ut desinat non 
modo cum ceterorum sed etiam secum ipse pugnare videri." ( Luke, Pref., p. lxxvi). 
See also footnote 28. 

33 P. 8, "As it is written in the beginning of the gospel of our vivifier;" p. 13, 
"The word which is written in the gospel;" p. 321, "as was said in the gospel;" 
p. 235, " as he says in his gospel ;" " what the Lord teaches in his gospel " (Bert's 
edition). 
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nor ever mentioning the name of a single evangelist. (2) There are 
harmonistic passages in his homilies which point in the same direction. 
It is true we cannot control them all, since in many cases Ephraim is 
wanting and the Arabic has no mixture. 34 He might, then, have harmon- 
ized himself. But there are enough cases where he has the same mix- 
ture as the Arabic or Ephraim, and also where he strings his quotations 
together so as to follow closely the order of the Diatessaron. They 
have been discussed by Zahn and Harris. (3) There is at least one 
passage, Luke 16:28, where Aphraates and the Arabic T have an 
unparalleled reading, caused by a primitive error in the Greek text, 
oirws SianapTvptfTai fused with Sia/xapTavo) (Harris, p. 21). (4) Aphraa- 
tes says that his gospel began, just as the Diatessaron, with John 1:1: 
"In the beginning was the word." "As it is written in the beginning 
of the gospel of our vivifier : 'In the beginning was the word.' " Not 
in the beginning of John's gospel — he never says that; but "in the 
beginning of the gospel of our vivifier." (5) Add to these the fact 
that there was no other harmony that he could have used ; that of 
Ammonius being different and not used, so far as we know, in Syria, 
while Tatian's Diatessaron was used; and (6) the fact that there are 
some quotations which can best be explained on the assumption that 
they were taken from Tatian's Diatessaron ; 3S and there can be no 
reasonable doubt about Aphraates' use of the Diatessaron. 

*E.g., Matt. 5:15; Mark 4:21; Luke 8:16; John 20:2, 13; Matt. 28:6; 
Luke 17 :3, 4; Matt. 18 : 15 ff.; etc. 

3 s Matt. 5:4, " Blessed are they who mourn, for they shall be supplicated-" wapaxa- 
\eiv is translated " supplicate." Luke 6 : 24, " Woe unto you rich, who have received 
your petition" wap&KKriais ; 16:25, "But now thou askest and he does not help 
thee;" Ss, P = "And now he receives rest and thou art tortured;" Sc wanting. 
Matt. 5 : 5, "Blessed are the meek, for they shall inherit the land of life." John 1:17, 
" The truth of the law has come through Jesus." Matt. 15 : 19, " In the heart are the 
wicked thoughts." Luke 4:29, &<rre KaraKftrnivlirai airtv, evidently taken to imply 
that the Nazareth people actually threw Jesus over the cliff. 

Here belong also some logia of Jesus which we find neither in the separate gospels 
nor in the Diatessaron as we have it in Ephraim and in the Arabic text. Did 
Aphraates have also apocryphal gospels in addition to the canonical ? The passages 
are : 

1. "What I say to you in darkness, say ye in light, for among the heathen let 
your light shine" (p. 9). The first sentence is a quotation from Matt. 10 : 27, and " for 
among the heathen let your light shine" is similar to Matt. 5 : 16, " let your light so 
shine before men." It is, then, a free quotation, not a new logion. 

2. " Doubt not that ye may not sink down in the world as Simon, when he 
doubted and began to sink down in the sea" (p. 15, Bert's edition). Of this Resch 
says in his Agrapha ( Texte und Untersuchungen, Vol. V, 4, p. 380) : " Der durchaus 
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But there are indications that he used also the separate gospels. 
i. He has genealogies of Jesus which were not in the Diatessaron. 
A comparison of the genealogies in Aphraates (=A) with those of Ss, 

secundare Zusatz: wie Simon, da er anfing zu sinken im Metre, lasst es auch wahrschein- 
lich werden, dass die vorhergegangenen Worte : auf dass ihr nicht versinket in der 
Welt, ebenfalls der Perikope Mt. 14:28-31 nachgebildet, mithin nicht original 
sind, zumal da diese Perikope von dem versinkenden Petrus weder durch das petri- 
nische Markusevangelium, Mc. 6:45-51, noch durch die johanneische Parallele, 
Joh. 6 : 17-21, gedeckt wird. Als zweifellos echt bleibt im obigen Logion mithin nur der 
Anfang : Zweifelt nicht! Diese Worte sind aber auch schon in den canonischen 
Evangelien vorhanden: /mj SiaKpi0i)Te, Mt. 21 :2I [which he has cited a little later]. 
Am meisten klingt noch an den Aphraatestext Jac. 1 : 16." 

3. " As it is written : The supplicant who offers his prayer must first examine his 
gift well, if a stain be found on it, and then shall he offer it, that his sacrifice may not 
remain on the earth" (Bert, p. 66). " Es ist doch wohl nur eine Nachbildung von Mt. 
5 : 23, 24, die wir hier vor uns haben. Man vergleiche namentlich das dreimalige 
Smpov = ' Gabe ' in der kanonischen Parallele und die Ubereinstimmung in den 
Worten koi Tore e\6a>v ?rpo<ripepe to Supov trou." (Resch, /. c., p. 442.) 

4. "As it is written: Our Lord said: Pray and do not become weary" (Bert, p. 66); 
Resch says : " Dieses Logion findet sich als Herrenwort nirgends im Canon. Wohl aber 
bietet Lucas einen verwandten Text : eXeyev Se irapafloXriv outo« irpos to Sew TracTOTe 
irpovevx&rOai km fit) eynaicetv, Lc. 18 : I. Von mancher Seite ist diese lucanische 
Bemerkung als ein von dem Evangelisten ex suis hinzugethaner iiberflussiger Zusatz 
bezeichnet und der Ursprung dieses lucanischen Zusatzes in den paulinischen Aus- 
driicken gesucht worden : fir/ eyKa.K-ifaa.Te, 2. Thess. 3:13; p-if eyKaKupev, Gal. 6:9; 810 
MTOvpai /it] eyKaKeiv, Eph. 3:13; owe eyKaKovpjev, 2. Cor. 4 : 1, 16. Durch das oben 
angefiihrte Herrenwort wird der Sachverhalt gerade ins Gegentheil verkehrt. Die pauli- 
nischen Parallelen sind Nachklange von diesem Herrenwort, und Lucas hat ebendas- 
selbe Herrenwort wpoaevxeade km fiif eyKaK-ifaare lediglich aus der direkten in die 
indirekte Rede umgewandelt, indem er zugleich den urspriinglichen Standort jenes 
Logion in der vorcanonischen Quelle deutlich erkennen lasst. Zu vergleichen ist auch 
Herm. Mand., IX, 8, p. 104 : 1 1, <rv ovv /xij SioXi7ri;s lUTOu/ueros to aa-rfpa tijs ^v%r)i <rov, 
km Xi)^7j outo. eav Se ^KKa/ci}<r?;s koi 8upvxy<TV ! Mrovfuvos, aeavrov ai/nw km fir] toc 
StSovra aoi. Ubrigens schwanken in alien kanonischen wie auch in dieser Hermas- 
Parallele die Lesarten zwischen (KKaKetv und eyKaKeiv." (Pp. 297, 298.) 

It is, however, just as well possible that Aphraates made the change from the 
indirect into the direct form ; or, what is still more probable, he found it so in Tatian's 
Diatessaron. Aphraates' testimony is not sufficient to prove the assertion that this is 
a word of Jesus. But in any case, even if Resch be correct, the use of this text does 
not necessitate the opinion that Aphraates used an extra-canonical gospel beside the 
Diatessaron. 

5. " For it stands written thus : The good is destined to come, and well for him 
through whom it comes ; and the evil is destined to come, but woe to him through 
whom it comes." Resch compares with this : Dressel, Clementina Epitome prima, 
chap. 96 : Kupios i)ixwv Iijffous Xpioros wos tou 0eov e<py ra ayaOa e\6eiv Set, fia.Ka.ptos 
Se, (prfffiv, St' ov epxerai. ofwiws avayKi) km to. koko e\0eii>, ouoi 8e Si' ov epxerai, and 
Dressel, Clementina Epitome secunda, chap. 96 : Kvpios rjfuav Iijtrous XpurTos vu>t 
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Sc, P shows only one real difference 36 in that long list of sixty-five names : 
A has Jojakim and Jojakin, while Ss, Sc, P have Jechonja. It would be 
extremely hazardous to deny on the basis of this one difference that A 
took his genealogical lists from the separate gospels. His lists are not 
exactly like either Ss, Sc, or P ; now they approach this form, now that 
form of the separate gospels f they are most closely related to Sc, where 
Sc is extant. He had probably a copy which combined the different 
readings or all three texts (perhaps also another ?). There is no 
evidence for the existence of separate genealogical tables, and it is 
therefore the most probable thing that A took his genealogies from 
the separate gospels, especially in view of the fact that he ends them 
with the remark that "Joseph was called the father of Jesus," which is 
evidently a citation from Ss, where it occurs just so. If he used only 
the Diatessaron, how could he know this, since Tatian omitted both 
the genealogies and the references to the Davidic descent ? Strange 
that he should use the same expression as Ss, when he made, as some 
think, the tables himself on the basis of the Old Testament ! 

2. There are, moreover, some quotations which Aphraates could 
by no means have taken from Tatian, since they ran counter to Tatian's 
belief and emphasized that which Tatian wanted to combat, viz., the 
Davidic descent of Jesus. 

tow $eov e<prf to iryatfa e\$eiv Set, iia.Ka.pios Se, (prjaiv, Si' ov epxerat. o/mhus xai Ta koko 
avayKrj e\$eiv, oval Se tu avBpanrw Si ov ep%erai. Resch says : " Durch den von 
Aphraates iiberlieferten, ihm aus einer schriftlichen Autoritat zugeflossenen Text, 
welcher mit dem Homilien-Citate {Horn. CI., XII, 29, p. 130, 35): tt;s a\i)0emr 
irpo^ijTijs eipy to a7a#o e\$eiv Sei, /micapios Se, <pi\aiv, SC ov epxerai- opaiws xai to rami 
a,vay Kr) eXfletc, ouai Se Si' ov epxerai — wortlich iibereinstimmt, erfahrt die Gute der in 
den Clementinen fliessenden vorziiglichen Evangelienquelle eine neue Bestatigung. 
Andrerseits wird durch diese Vergleichung mit dem Clementinen-Citate offenbar, 
was man aus Aphraates allein nicht zu erkennen vermag, dass die von ihm citierte 
schriftliche Autoritat ein Herrenwort insich schloss, fiirdessen Echtheit somit nunmehr 
drei Zeugen : Paulus [Rm. 3 : 8], Pseudo-Clemens und Aphraates sich nachweisen 
lassen, abgesehen von dem ersten und dritten kanonischen Evangelisten, welche die 
zweite Halfte des Logion ebenfalls verwendet haben." 

The only safe conclusion which we can draw from this is that Aphraates took 
this logion from the Diatessaron. 

There is absolutely no necessity to believe that Aphraates used an apocryphal 
gospel. All the differences may be accounted for otherwise quite satisfactorily. 
Indeed, some of these passages form a negative argument for the fact that Aphraates 
used the Diatessaron. 

3 6 Arpakoha>- and Abiur of Ss are evidently copyists' errors : ? for y. No. 13 
A om., Ss Ailan, P Cainan — very probably also om. by Sc, which is wanting here ; cf. 
41-43, where the opposite case occurs. 

37 30, A = Ss > P ; 32, A = P > Ss ; 41-43, A = Sc > Ss, P. 



NEW TESTAMENT CANON IN SYRIAN CHURCH 95 

The first citation is already mentioned: "Joseph was called the 
father of Jesus." 

The second is: Luke 2:4, "Jesus was born by the virgin Mary 
from the seed of the house of David, as it is written : Joseph and Mary 
his betrothed were both from the house of David." Which statement was 
not in the Diatessaron, but in the Sinaiticus. (P has the regular 
Greek reading: "because he was of the house and lineage of David;" 
Sc is missing.) 

We have, then, in Aphraates (1) the genealogies and (2) the Davidic 
descent of Jesus ; both matters were not in Tatian ; their text agrees 
with that of the separate gospels ; consequently, Aphraates used in 
addition to the Diatessaron the separate gospels. 

But now the question arises : In which form does he use the sepa- 
rate gospels, in the Sinaitic, Curetonian, or Peshitta text ? An 
examination of the different quotations which Aphraates makes 38 
shows that the text of Aphraates is in 53 cases like that of P, in 
91 = Ss, in 76 = Sc, and in a great many others different from all 
three. 

Now, subtract from the number of cases where A = P all those 
cases where either Ss or Sc is missing, or both, and where one might 
reasonably suppose that the texts agreed with P and A. Subtract 
also those cases from P's number where either Ss or Sc is together 
with P= A. Take into consideration all possible amount of free quo- 
tation, and the result is that in spite of it all there are enough 
passages left which show that Aphraates knew and used the Peshitto 
text of the four gospels. 

Apply the same process of subtraction, with the appropriate modifi- 
cations, to Ss and Sc, and the result is that Aphraates knew and used the 
text of both Ss and Sc in his quotations from the gospels. 

This is a rather remarkable and unexpected result of the compari- 
son, yet the proof is luce clarius. 

But how are we to explain this fact that Aphraates used the 
Diatessaron, the Peshitto, Ss, and Sc ? It may be that he had a text 
of the separate gospels which had combined the readings of Ss and 
Sc and P ; and for this the peculiarities in the text of Aphraates might 
lend at least a slender foundation. I mean such little matters as the 
frequent use of ..v.« in A, which is not so often in P, Ss, Sc ; or the 

3 s A collation ot the gospel text ot Aphraates with that of the Sinaitic, Curetonian, 
and Peshitta text is published in the American Journal of Semitic Languages and 
Literatures, Vol. XVI, No. 2, January, 1900, pp. 110-24 
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very frequent use of j for other prepositions, e. g., "Vjuio , j-i_^, and _»> ; 
or the use of the plural where the other texts have the singular. But 
all these differences may be due to Aphraates' loose method of 
quoting passages. Moreover, the suggestion is only a conjecture, and 
cannot be substantiated. Perhaps some discovery may throw fresh 
light on this problem. 

The easiest solution seems to me something like the following : 
Aphraates, the bishop of the monastery of Mar Mattai, was an educated 
man. One may deny that he was a fine scholar ; that he was an earnest 
and diligent Bible student none will question who has read his 
homilies. If anyone, he must have known and used the text of the 
separate gospels. One has only to remember that the ground text of 
Ss was made already in the second century, and Sc certainly not later 
than 250 A. D., if not about 200 A. D. These two he evidently used 
privately for his Bible study. Now about the Peshitto. Suppose it 
had come into existence about his time (340 A. D.). As bishop he 
must have become at once familiar with the new work, be it that he 
met it on his visits in his diocese, where perhaps the priests might use 
it here or there, or be it that the translation was at once shown to him, 
the bishop, when it was completed. However that may be, his exten- 
sive use of it favors rather an earlier date for the origin of the Peshitto. 
We have, then, in Aphraates nothing else than this : a man who faith- 
fully studies the Bible in the Diatessaron as well as in the three 
versions existing in his time, writes some homilies, and here, in quoting 
from memory (there is no doubt that he did that), quotes now from 
this, now from that text, apparently without being conscious that he 
is doing something extraordinary. 

This shows us very clearly that the text was not yet settled in the 
Syrian church. The church had not yet said : " This is our text, 
not that." We are still in the period of formation, and considerable 
fluctuation is seen. The strife for the supremacy of the text has not 
yet broken out openly, but it is about to do so ; the Diatessaron is no 
more exclusively used ; on the contrary, the separate gospels seem to 
have been made more use of. Which of the two parties is going to 
win ? If the separate gospels, which of the three will carry off the 
victory ? The answer we find in the next few decades, during which 

Ephraim wrote. 

5. The Gospels in Ephraim. 

Rev. F. H. Woods has collated the quotations of Ephraim, 
and published the results of his investigation in the Studia Biblica et 
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Ecclesiastica (Oxford, 1891), Vol. Ill, pp. 105 ff., under the title, 
"An Examination of the New Testament Quotations of Ephraem 
Syrus." Since he has given the variations from the Peshitto, etc., in 
full on pp. 120 ff., "Quotations from the New Testament in Ephraem 
Syrus compared with the Peshitto," etc., I refer to that comparison as 
the basis of the following assertions, though the conclusions of his 
article differ from my own. 

First of all, it is at once plain that Ephraim knew and used the 
Diatessaron. He wrote a commentary on it, as we know. Besides, 
the many passages given in Mr. Woods' list where combinations of the 
different gospels are found show the same. There can be no doubt 
that he used the Diatessaron. But it is also clear that he did not use 
it frequently in his other works outside of the commentary on it. 
Most of his quotations are taken from the Peshitto. That was his 
main text. One sees at once that he uses it much more than Aphraates 
did. But P was not the only, though the principal, version from which 
he quoted. There are citations whose text is like Sc and Ss, and differ- 
ent from P. 

So is in Matt. 3:17 and 17:5 the curious reading of Ephraim 
'in.^iuo instead of ] n » a « (P) found in Sc as well as in Ss. Similarly 
21 : 38 was cited from Sc or Ss, not from P. — Matt. 5 : 39 and Luke 
6:29a are taken from Sc, not from P, Ss ; so also Matt. 16:26, 
Mark 8 : 36, and Luke 9 : 25 ?z]J — Sc against P and Ss. — Luke 10 : 24 
is quoted from Sc, not from P or Ss. — John 1 : 3 is as clear a case as 
one might wish to show that Ephraim used also Sc ; here Ephraim 
agrees in three points with Sc, while he differs in those points from P. 

Evidences for the fact that Ephraim used also Ss are such passages 
as Matt. 10 :6 (Sc is wanting), where Ephraim omits with Ss against P 
i-»li^iw* , and Ss writes for 0r s]? of P LL^t , Ephraim . w ;« . — Matt. 
20 .-22 = Mark 10:38, where P has .oi^4-», \a±d .oAi,.* }J (in both 
passages), Sc agrees with P in Matt. 20 : 22, is missing in Mark 10 : 38, 
but Ss writes in both passages exactly like Ephraim .©2J| -\ • jl 
<o£J| ,-^L* \2±o. — Luke 11:2, P = Sc, but Ephraim omits with Sc 
U^^st. Also the best Greek MSS. omit ^jxS>v 6 iv toTs oipavols. — 
In John 17 : 11 (Sc wanting) Ss writes with Ephraim ^s| , P j^) , though 
adding with P j^^o , which Ephraim omits; but Ss inserts, just as 
Ephraim, before j4 the word ■ a» . 

These passages make it clear that Ephraim used, besides his 
Peshitto text, also the Curetonian and Sinaitic texts. It may be that 
he had a text which combined the readings of all three texts, such as 



98 THE AMERICAN JOURNAL OF THEOLOGY 

we see it, for instance, in Luke 14:31, where he combines the reading 
of P, Ss, Sc, and reads both (P) aij^i*. Jjj^.] (Ss, Sc). Or it may be 
that he read all three texts side by side, and in quoting from memory 
used now this, now that text. 

It is not at all necessary that Ephraim knew the differences 
between the Syriac and Greek texts, or that he had a Greek text before 
him. All the quotations are easily accounted for by attributing them 
to these three, or better four, sources, T, P, Ss, Sc. 

We see that even in Ephraim the text of the gospels is not yet 
settled. He still uses the Diatessaron, but it is no longer the main 
text. The victory in the battle between the two sets of texts, the 
harmony and the separate gospels, has turned toward the latter. 
Still, the final step is not yet taken. The one is not absolutely 
defeated, the other not yet alone in the field. No final decision is 
reached as yet. 

And between the three texts of the separate gospels the relative 
positions are different now. Aphraates uses more Ss and Sc than P, 
but Ephraim quotes far more from P than from Ss and Sc combined. 
Ss and Sc are still used by him, are still influencing his citations, but 
his main text is P. But also here, though there is a strong tide in 
favor of P, a decision is not yet reached. But what it will ultimately 
be is already clear. Ephraim points too clearly the way to be mis- 
leading. 

[To be concluded in the next number :] 



